Kurt Abbas

January 4, 2010, 2:06 pm
3238 E. Macaw Ct.
Gilbert, Arizona 85297

In addition to what follows, when has a socialistic society prospered? The Soviet Union went broke under this premise, and
China succeeds only by taking advantage of the many free markets that are out there. We have proof socialism doesn't prosper,
and I do not want a socialistic internet, either.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Lauren Abbate

January 4, 2010, 2:15 pm

1613 Bauman Ave

ROYAL OAK, Michigan 48073

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Kenneth Abbott

January 4, 2010, 2:19 pm
1407 17th ave s

apt 204

Birmingham, Alabama 35205

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

To put it bluntly, the Internet is the great thing it is precisely BECAUSE of the lack of government control. Don't screw it up.



Mike Abels

January 4, 2010, 2:20 pm
4932 N 85th St
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Why would the Government want to own the internet for the People? Leave well enough alone! Why would the Government
want to own the internet? Taxation? Restriction and control? Anyone who wants access can get access, just pay for it

themselves or go somewhere where there is public access.

HANDS OFF WHAT IS NOT YOURS!@#$%"&*()_+} {":7><,./5[]=-\



W=> David Abernethy

January 4, 2010, 2:23 pm

8805 Hunters Way

Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124-9479

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I have yet to see a government operated business do well financially. Look at Medicare, Medicaid, TARP, Cash for Clunkers,
Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and the Stimulus Programs. None of them have been funded properly, oversight is horrible and
corruption is rampant.



John Abraham

January 4, 2010, 2:25 pm

1037 Beckford St.

New Castle, Pennsylvania 16101

Stay the hell out of the internet. You guys are trying to control everything that we say. I don't need the government to control
everything in our daily lives. You guys can't even control your own lives.

LEAVE US ALONE!!



Steve Ackerman

January 4, 2010, 2:25 pm

12785 Pine Crest Dr.

Olive Branch, Mississippi 38654

We do not need nor want, and will oppose, even fight, any governement intrusion into the area of internet control. There is no
problem in this area, therefore no solution is needed. It is not broken, and any disguised attempt to impose governement control
will be viewed by millions of Americans like myself as an unjust violation of our inherent, constitutionally guaranteed
freedoms.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Helen Adamietz

January 4, 2010, 2:26 pm

3128 E. 35th Ave.

Spokane, Washington 99223-4506

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I believe the internet is a major component in maintaining not just the free flow of information, but most importantly the FREE
FLOW of FREEDOM.

Don't let the government screw it up like everything else they touch.



Christopher Adams

January 4, 2010, 2:27 pm

4601 Hilltop PI NE

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87111

As an American, [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



tracey Adams

January 4, 2010, 2:28 pm
5634 n 12th ave

phoenix, Arizona 85013

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

STAY OUT OF OUR BUSINESS!



Lois Adams-O'Boyle
January 4, 2010, 2:28 pm
8750 West National Avenue
West Allis, Wisconsin 53227

As an American, [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Dennis Aderholt

January 4, 2010, 2:29 pm
PO BOX 1041

Social Circle, Georgia 30025

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

THIS IS ALL ABOUT POWER AND CONTROLL, AND THE FACT THAT THE UN WANTS TO CONTROLL ALL OF
US. THIS MUST BE STOPED IN ITS TRACKS NOW!!!!



Michele Adler

January 4, 2010, 2:31 pm

9108 Hidden Water Circle
Riverview, Florida 33578

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn. The idea of letting the government get involved with the internet is
frightening. A dictatorship could easily control it.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Raymond Agen

January 4, 2010, 2:35 pm
2151 Mousebird Ave. NW
Salem, Oregon 97304

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

NO MORE TAXES!!!NO MORE TAXES,,,when will Washinbgton get it!!!.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.



Joanna Ahearn

January 4, 2010, 2:36 pm

7431 Leyden Street

Commerce City, Colorado 80022

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Erwin Akins

January 4, 2010, 2:38 pm
PO Box 138

O'Brien, Oregon 97534

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

You have already taken or are trying to take away our rights to everything. This has got to stop, NOW!!!!



Phil Albert

January 4, 2010, 2:40 pm
7961 Owens Road
Minocqua, Wisconsin 54548

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive and needs to remain so. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been
locked in an intense struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband
connections. Ifa private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government
exercised control over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Gerald Alborn

January 4, 2010, 2:40 pm
14 Mikell Drive

Dover, Delaware 19901

I submit the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No.
07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Joan Alder

January 4, 2010, 2:41 pm
1203 Midvale Ct
Hampstead, Maryland 21074

More control?! In the land of the FREE? Stop this madness!

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Michele Alder
January 4, 2010, 2:42 pm
1229 E 2200 N
North Logan, Utah 84341

As a citizen of the United States of America, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the
open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The proposed take over and federalization of the internet to make it equitable, is non-American. My ability to use the internet
and the access to all that I now have access to will change. My options will become limited. Government intervention is not
needed and has a history of crippling growth with all it regulations. Also there is no recourse for the people when the
government infringes and misuses its regulatory powers but with a private company people can fire them or sue.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet CONTENT RESTRICTIONS, such as the
suggestion under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests
should be prioritized. No different than telling us what to eat, what temperature to set our heaters at, it no longer the land of the
free.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no rationale for imposing
new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the
lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Brenda E. Aldi

January 4, 2010, 2:43 pm
20 Meadow Pond Road
Hamburg, New Jersey 7419

I was alerted to this information at a TEA PARTY meeting this evening. As an American for Prosperity activist, I am
submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket
No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Lisa Aldrich

January 4, 2010, 2:46 pm

445 Chippewa Circle

Sumter, South Carolina 29150

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

May I ask this question: What part of Free Press do you not understand?



S Aldrich

January 4, 2010, 2:46 pm
P.O. Box 538

Lincolnshire, Illinois 60069

I oppose FCC's proposed "take-over" of the internet and I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of
preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



carmeledia Alexander

January 4, 2010, 2:47 pm

9125 Rocky Point Road

Soddy Daisy, Tennessee 37379

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

sneeky-snakes



Lois Alexander

January 4, 2010, 2:49 pm

4043 Southampton Drive
Jefferson City, Missouri 65109

The government, needs to stay out of our business and stop trying to take away our freedoms and aceess to services and taxing
everything we eat, drink, use, or buy!. I think our internet sites need to be regulated to be made secure and a form of
communication we can use freely and without fear of cyper hackers and getting our accounts broke into, things like that.
American people need to have many forms of access and sites to choose how they wish to communicate, where it be by cell
phone, landline phone, email, internet, twitter,facebook, whatever, We also need to have choice in what TV network we watch
and should be able to get a well rounded view of everyone's perspectives, not JUST ONE SIDE, or one Political group.

We are watching Obama and his adimistration and their moves, since he lied about being open and transparent, and having the
debate of health care on C span which he has not.

He is trying to sneak in too many things thru the back door and non announced or discussed or without given the public their
option to vote for or againist it.



Mr. & Mrs.Stephen Alexander
January 4, 2010, 2:51 pm

140 Sweetgum Dr.

Dover, Delaware 19904

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, We are submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

We are especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Lee and Carol Allee'
January 4, 2010, 2:51 pm
1291 Henry's Ln

Loma, Colorado 81524-8400

As an "Americans for Prosperity" activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

We do not need more government intrusion!



Ted Allegri

January 4, 2010, 2:52 pm
1045 Frink Rd

Moscow, Idaho 83843

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I would further add that the dangerous left wing agenda in all matters before us like Health Care, Cap and Tax, and now this, is
going to bring a revolution down upon their heads like no other ever seen. Enough is enough, and we Americans are upset and
ticked off. They had better stop their corrupt and manipulative ways and stop trying to ruin this beautiful country. Ted Allegri



Scott Allen

January 4, 2010, 2:52 pm
459 Phyllis Dr.

Fruita, Colorado 81521

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Thank You

Scott Allen



Thomas Allen

January 4, 2010, 2:53 pm
6207 Haw Branch Court
Manassas, Virginia 20112

As an American for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



wendi allen

January 4, 2010, 2:55 pm
139 Hurt Dr

Smyrna, Georgia 30082

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The government has no business regulating or controlling the Internet. A free Internet belongs to The People and does not
need government intrusion in any way, shape or form. We do not need government regulations or oversight for the Internet.
We need freedom and free market economics to work their wonders.



JOHN ALONGE

January 4, 2010, 2:58 pm

1820 DOHERTY ROAD

COLORADO SPRINGS, Colorado 80916

As an american that loves FREEDOM I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Anthony Altano

January 4, 2010, 3:00 pm

1043 Rulnick St.

Apt. A

Fayetteville, North Carolina 28304-2464

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

WARNING!!!

REMEMBER THE TOTAL CLEANSING OF ALL CORRUPT POLITICIANS IN 2010!!!! We the People will speak softly
with a BIG Vote to get rid of all the TRASH/CORRUPT Politicians!!! In God We Trust!!! Hoorah!!! READ THE BILL AND
FOLLOW OUR CONSTITUTION!!!! OBAMA SHOW US YOUR REAL BIRTH CERTIFICATE ON 26 JANUARY 2010
IN FRONT OF THE COURTS!!! TAKE A BIG HINT AFTER THE NOVEMBER ELECTIONS!!! WE ARE ON THE
MOVE AND ALL POLITICIANS THAT ARE WITH OBAMA AND VOTING AGAINST AMERICA WILL BE VOTED
OUT OF OFFICE!!!

Sincerely a Concerned Vet and American Patriot,



Anthony Altano

January 4, 2010, 3:00 pm

1043 Rulnick St.

Apt. A

Fayetteville, North Carolina 28304-2464

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

WARNING!!!

REMEMBER THE TOTAL CLEANSING OF ALL CORRUPT POLITICIANS IN 2010!!!! We the People will speak softly
with a BIG Vote to get rid of all the TRASH/CORRUPT Politicians!!! In God We Trust!!! Hoorah!!! READ THE BILL AND
FOLLOW OUR CONSTITUTION!!!! OBAMA SHOW US YOUR REAL BIRTH CERTIFICATE ON 26 JANUARY 2010
IN FRONT OF THE COURTS!!! TAKE A BIG HINT AFTER THE NOVEMBER ELECTIONS!!! WE ARE ON THE
MOVE AND ALL POLITICIANS THAT ARE WITH OBAMA AND VOTING AGAINST AMERICA WILL BE VOTED
OUT OF OFFICE!!!

AMERICAN PATRIOTS WILL RISE AGAIN IF WE ARE FORCED!!! FOLLOW THE CONSTITUTION AND READ
THE BILLS!!!!

AMERICANS TAKE CARE OF AMERICANS!!! HAVE SOME BALLS AND LETS TAKE BACK OUR COUNTRY!!!!
WE ARE THE BEST COUNTRY IN THE WORLD!!!! WAKE UP YOU STUPID POLITICIANS AND GET RID OF
THAT ILLEGAL ALIEN OBAMA!!!! IF YOU SHOVE THIS DOWN OUR THROATS THEN WE WILL STICK IT UP
YOUR ASS IN 2010 ELECTIONS WHEN YOU TRY TO RUN AGAIN FOR OFFICE AND THIS IS A FACT YOU
TRAITORI!!! IT IS ALSO ILLEGAL TO BE PAID TO VOTE FOR THIS AND YOU ARE WORKING FOR THE PEOPLE
NOT THE DEMOCRATS!!!

Sincerely a Concerned Vet and American Patriot,



Georgia Alvis-Long

January 4, 2010, 3:02 pm

140 New Hope and Crimora Rd.
Waynesboro, Virginia 22980-6403

The government has grown far too large and has way too many regulations as it is. It is time for the government to realize that
the people of this great nation are "fed up with the fed". We do not want this to go forward. Private investment and Capitalism



Leona Joy Ambuehl

January 4, 2010, 3:02 pm
20601 Lemarsh Street
Chatsworth, California 91311

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Basically - STAY OUT OF MY LIFE, GOVERNMENT!



Roberta Amley

January 4, 2010, 3:02 pm
200 26th Ave N

St. Petersburg, Florida 33704

As an American, [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Fred Amsler

January 4, 2010, 3:04 pm

1738 East 3rd Street

#316

Williamsport, Pennsylvania 17701

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The internet has become an essential tool for personal and business use. Keep it free and open for all to use and enjoy.



Jack Anastasi

January 4, 2010, 3:05 pm

8521 Windsong Valley Dr

Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Let free enterprise rule. I do not support any more government intrusion into our lives. The government has a proven track
record of inefficiency, waste, and fraud. Why would anyone want to give the government more power is a mystery to me. The
internet needs to remain strong. The only way to do that it to let the innovation, and private enterprise competition continue to
create a better, faster, cheaper internet.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



jason andersen

January 4, 2010, 3:05 pm
nma.

powdersprings, Georgia 30127

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Beverly anderson
January 4, 2010, 3:06 pm
1618 Dunmore Way
Sarasota,, Florida 34231

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

We do not want to loose our freedom that our forefathers fought and gave their lives for and the internet run by government
regulation would be diastrous.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Charleen Anderson

January 4, 2010, 3:09 pm
1109 W C Ave

La Center, Washington 98629

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Debra Anderson

January 4, 2010, 3:09 pm
6876 E. San Cristobal way
Gold Canyon, Arizona 85118

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



John Anderson

January 4, 2010, 3:09 pm
Box 954

Fraser, Colorado 80442

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

FIRST: Let the free market work and keep the government out of controlling the internet except for national security issues ...
REAL ISSUES

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Leonard Anderson

January 4, 2010, 3:10 pm

801 10th Street NE

East Wenatchee, Washington 98802

As an American, and as long as [ am still 'free' to do so, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of
preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Maureen Anderson

January 4, 2010, 3:10 pm
205 Copper Hill Drive
Cary, North Carolina 27518

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Michael Anderson

January 4, 2010, 3:10 pm
29002 Acanthus Court

Agoura Hills, California 91301

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Leave us alone.



Stephen Anderson
January 4, 2010, 3:12 pm
7907 E 162nd P1

Belton, Missouri 64012

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

The Internet is a free system that works and will continue to work unless some government entity begans to interfere with
private enterprise. Why fix something this is not broken with some sort of governmental oversight that is not needed. The
purpose of government is to provide services for the taxpayers that they cannot readly supply for theirselves. This has been
working for some time with governmental interference and there is no need for government to step in and interfer.



Connie Andres

January 4, 2010, 3:12 pm
PO 1296

PC, Utah 84060

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Regards



Jody Andrews

January 4, 2010, 3:13 pm
25415 Cortez Blvd
Brooksville, Florida 34601

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Sincerely,
Jody Andrews



Francesco Angelini
January 4, 2010, 3:13 pm
1942 Grange Avenue
Racine, Wisconsin 53403

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Debra Anthony

January 4, 2010, 3:14 pm

7950 Franklin Road

Evans City, Pennsylvania 16033

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

I find it very disturbing that government control of the internet is under consideration by the FCC. The language that is being
used to frame this ruling, such as "net neutrality” and "open internet" is very deceiving. Matters of this importance should
rightfully be debated by our elected members of Congress, not decided by federal regulators. This matter certainly has not
been adequately publicized to give Americans the opportunity to respond the this back-door entrance of yet more government
control. This is an outrage. I am strongly opposed.



Kim Antoniou

January 4, 2010, 3:15 pm
10448 W. Coggins, Suite C
Sun City, Arizona 85351

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Sandra Apanasewicz
January 4, 2010, 3:19 pm
7480 N Meadowpark Dr
Walton Hills, Ohio 44146

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Terri Arbucci

January 4, 2010, 3:21 pm

2999 Smith Springs Rd - Apt J175
Nashville, Tennessee 37217

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD STOP TRYING TO TAKE CONTROL OVER, OR INTERFERE WITH FREE
ENTERPRISE!



JoAnn Argentino

January 4, 2010, 3:22 pm

201 Teapot Court
Reisterstown, Maryland 21136

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Do not take any more of our rights away from us!



Zdena Aris

January 4, 2010, 3:22 pm
3929 Leafield Dr

Austin, Texas 78749

As an American, [ am submitting my support regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet.



K. Arling

January 4, 2010, 3:24 pm
2469 Franciscan Dr.
Clearwater, Florida 33763

As an American, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Susan Arnberg

January 4, 2010, 3:25 pm
1040 N. Lake Shore Dr.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

As an freedon-loving American, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet.
GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Charles D arnett

January 4, 2010, 3:26 pm
210 bent Oak Circle
HARVEST, Alabama 35749

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Therefore leave our internet system alone.



Jeanine arrigo

January 4, 2010, 3:27 pm
3499 westbury rd
kettering, Ohio 45409

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.



Kaye Arwood

January 4, 2010, 3:27 pm
3411 Garth Road
Baytown, Texas 77521

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

This is a Government Control Action. This is a way of stopping Religeous and personal Freedom that this country has enjoyed
since its beginning. This is communism. Past history tells us this is very dangerous.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Linda Ashburn

January 4, 2010, 3:28 pm
2065 N Luett Ave
Indianapolis, Indiana 46222

As an American, [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Stay the heck out of it. This is not China. You have no right in controlling what or who is on the internet.



Ed Auger

January 4, 2010, 3:28 pm
3008 Dartmouth Drive
Plano, Texas 75075

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a bad, bad idea. The Commission should not
on its own set into motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale at all for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth,
and expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Keep your hands off of our "free market" businesses. The Federal government has no business in business.



Jeannie Aviles

January 4, 2010, 3:32 pm

104 Deerglade Court

Lexington, South Carolina 29072

Enough!!! government control. I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet.
GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



D Babb

January 4, 2010, 3:32 pm

11 Windsor Mews

Cherry Hill, New Jersey 8002

As an American Patriot, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN
Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

It is against the very principles of our founding fathers and the rights guaranteed us all under the US Constitution.
This must not be allowed to happen in the United States.



Albert Baciocco

January 4, 2010, 3:33 pm

747 Pitt Street

Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

As an American, [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be openly
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Gerald & Charlene Backus
January 4, 2010, 3:34 pm

1073 S. Archers Way

Nekoosa, Wisconsin 54457-8016

We are submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Philip & Donna Badger
January 4, 2010, 3:35 pm
17411 Ficus Ct

Spring, Texas 77388

As an Americans for Prosperity , [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet.
GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Darlene Baggett

January 4, 2010, 3:35 pm
1743 South Ave.
Springfield, Missouri 65807

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Stay out of our affairs!!!



Patricia Bahl

January 4, 2010, 3:35 pm
7615 N Kansas Ave
Gladstone, Missouri 64119

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Carolyn Bailey Family & Friends
January 4, 2010, 3:36 pm

5095 Debbie Ln

Redding, California 96002

As an Americans for Prosperity activists, We are submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the
open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

We are especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Russell Bailiff

January 4, 2010, 3:36 pm
25394 Fackler Road
Sunman, Indiana 47041

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Russell E. Bailiff



Vicky Bair

January 4, 2010, 3:37 pm
110 Blue Cedar

Bull Shoals, Arkansas 72619

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” and even "Satelite" companies have been
locked in an intense struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband
connections. Ifa private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government
exercised control over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

I think thatsuch a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should
be debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set
into motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I fear that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion under paragraph 77 of
the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Martha Bajema

January 4, 2010, 3:38 pm

1300 E. Axton Rd.

Bellingham, Washington 98226

I am utterly against this so-called "Open Internet" which the present Administration is planning to impose.

The Internet should be kept private; it should not be run/ruled/regulated by the Federal Govn't. (and it sucks that taxpayers are
at the mercy of ruling "elites."



Raymond & Rosemarie Bajer
January 4, 2010, 3:39 pm

1090 Half Hitch Road

Prescott Valley, Arizona 86314

As American citizes and Americans for Prosperity activists, We are submitting the following comment regarding the matter of
preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

We are especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Barbara Baker

January 4, 2010, 3:40 pm
10 Dawn Hill Drive
Sandy, Utah 84092

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

This subject is more than "opinion" as to who manages the internet, as it is at the core of free speech, and the government
should stay out. Government interference is already extremely visible in the control of the airwaves. The government's job is
to keep them free, not to restrict them. People and markets would control them if government stopped interferring. Take the
freedom to buy our own cars--this has made the whole industry, from production to possession a highly prosperous and
pleasant freedom. Government interference by telling us how, what, and when we can produce or possess is negative.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unconstitutionally restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized. This tells me that I am under a regime, one that is not Constitutional nor is friendly to individual freedom.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Please stop this takeover of individual freedom!



Barbara Baker

January 4, 2010, 3:40 pm
10 Dawn Hill Drive
Sandy, Utah 84092

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is an exciting example of free market success. Government takeovers of free market create blackmarkets,
smuggling, and stagnation of competition, creativity, ingenuity, and inventiveness.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Jennifer Baker

January 4, 2010, 3:40 pm

4402 Bridgeport

Wilmington, North Carolina 28405

As a concerned American who supports and believes in our constitution, I am submitting the following comment regarding the
matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

We are still a democracy and I expect elected officials to act accordingly.



Mel Baker

January 4, 2010, 3:41 pm
1324 W. Wisconsin Ave. #305
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

America is unique to the rest of the world for the freedoms we enjoy. This legislation does not advance the cause of freedom
but instead would put us in the league of lesser nations.



Wylie Baker

January 4, 2010, 3:42 pm

3650 Forestbrooj Rd #109

Myrtle Beach,, South Carolina 29588

RE: GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Simply put, you folks can not even run and enforce a simple legal ruling by a Federal Judge in Illinois against a gentleman by

Trust you folks with internet? "Kevin Trudeau has bilked 100's of thousands of old folks out of money. Ordered to pay $5
million bucks in restitution. Held in contempt of court many times. Banned in Conneticut. Banned in Misouri, Banned in
Illinois and you folks want to run the INTERNET???? You simple jerks do not have the brains to run a tricycle much less the
INTERNET!!

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Rita Bakos

January 4, 2010, 3:43 pm
PO Box 2006

Ridgway, Colorado 814732

Regarding GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Leave the internet as it is. No government regulation, supervision, oversight or taxes or anything else. It functions just fine
now.



Michele Baldwin

January 4, 2010, 3:43 pm
11703 Huebner Rd. 106263
San Antonio, Texas 78230

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Michele Baldwin



Rodney Balke

January 4, 2010, 3:43 pm

4302 Pembrooke Parkway West
Colleyville, Texas 76034

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Furthermore, I strongly object to this Administration's grab of control in every facet of our lives. I do not want America to
become a Socialist state.



Marice Ballesteros

January 4, 2010, 3:44 pm
13300 Locust ST

Kansas City, Missouri 64145

I could just scream, stick my head out the window and say "I'm not going to take it anymore".
As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

All T can say is that this last year has us citizens who believe in property rights and personal freedom about to bust a gut. What
next..... tell me what health care I can have??? Oh yeah, that's coming too.



Mitchell Bank

January 4, 2010, 3:44 pm

PO Box 5904

Hauppauge, New York 11788

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

As a sovereign citizen, I am 110% against this course being taken.



Timothy Banks

January 4, 2010, 3:46 pm
27848 Red Arrow Hwy
Mattawan, Michigan 49071

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I personally oppose most attempts at government to regulate. Regulation precedes takeover and there is nothing the fascists in
our government would love more than control of the content of the internet.



Adrian Banky

January 4, 2010, 3:46 pm

6 Jonathan Smith Road
Morristown, New Jersey 7960

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

I could give you a lot of words, but I won't. The internet is a terrific modern tool that works best in an open and free
environment. It is not broken. It does not need government to break it.

Leave it alone. Freedom is a good thing.



Michael Bantum

January 4, 2010, 3:47 pm
1153 Curtiss Ave

San Jose, California 95125

FCC:

As a senior software engineer, | am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet.
GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

KEEP YOUR HANDS OFF OUR INTERNET.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no rationale for imposing
new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the
lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Nancy Banz

January 4, 2010, 3:47 pm
106 North 7th Street
Wyoming, Illinois 61491

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I will be watching closely to see how representatives vote, and my next vote will be in direct response to how they treat my
freedom.



Jim Barbour

January 4, 2010, 3:49 pm
5844 Berkshire Ct.
Alexandria, Virginia 22303

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

It is an outrage to even think that such a "power grab" is actually being considered, and I for one am adamantly opposed to it.
So opposed, in fact, that I am prepared to work tirelessly for votes against the Democratic incumbents in Congress and the
White House who treat us with such disdain. And this comes from one (me) who has voted mostly Democratic throughout my
entire life. No more, though. I, my wife, her mother and my parents no longer recognize a once great party that truly cared for
its constituency, but which now pursues some un-American brazen agenda designed to turn this nation into another socialist
state.



Michael Barile

January 4, 2010, 3:51 pm
963 Lakeside Dr.
Rahway, New Jersey 7065

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Leave the internet use alone, or citizens will use it to defeat those who support this abridgement of out rights and freedoms.
Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Linda Barkes
January 4, 2010, 3:51 pm
P.O. Box 589
Seligman, Arizona 86337

The government needs to stay away from the internet. The internet needs to remain free from government.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



curtis barnes

January 4, 2010, 3:51 pm

20 soundway

soundbeach, New York 11789

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Keep your filthy perverted socialist commie hand off
your nose out of the internet. Drop dead!!



Joey Barnes
January 4, 2010, 3:53 pm
839 180th St
Powhattan, Kansas 66527

As an American for FREEDOM, PROSPERITY and the PURSUIT OF HAPINESS, I am submitting the following comment
regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is the last bastion of freedom in the United States. It is the only social, economic tool at our disposal free from
endless regulatory requirements and prying eyes of bureaucrats who success is measured by the level of pain, grief and
monetary discomfort inflicted upon private entrepeneurs.

The internet also allows Americans to showcase their God given talents without bias or discrimination. You do not know
whether the user is black, white, male, female, handicapped, gay, straight, transsexual or sitting naked in front of the computer
screen.

The internet is also highly competitive. If you don't believe me, just ask AOL. There is no need to "regulate” on the guise of
competition or consumer protection.

The Internet is free from government subsidy and control that inevitably gives way to the political winds and whims that favor
one social/economic classification over another. Indeed, if the “public utility” model is the desired outcome of the internet,
then I can only conclude that the proponents of regulation harbor seditious desires to control the freedom, wealth, and even the
vary thoughts of the American public.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that at the least,
should be debated in Congress by legitimately elected legislatures. The Commission should not on its own set into motion
regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing the alarm bell for so long (since 2002) that the meer lack of their
predictions coming to fruition should tell us that their claims are unfounded.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no rationale for imposing
new regulations to control this great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the Internet has become.



Cynthia Barnett

January 4, 2010, 3:53 pm
5401 Park Place

Flower Mound, Texas 75028

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

The Constitution has allowed free Americans to have freedom on speech and expression and now the government wants to get
involved with the internet and that is wrong? Lawmakers, not the White House should be making decisions according to the
voices of free Americans.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



JANET BARNETTE

January 4, 2010, 3:53 pm

4703 COUNTRY CLUB BLVD.

SOUTH CHARLESTON, West Virginia 25309

As an American for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



NANCY J BARR

January 4, 2010, 3:53 pm
254 WINTER HAVEN DR
CAMDEN, Delaware 19934

As an American citizen, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN
Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Sheldon Barr

January 4, 2010, 3:53 pm
12506 Fern Vale Ct
Houston, Texas 77065-5014

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Respectfully,



Catherine Barrett

January 4, 2010, 3:55 pm
7186 Dateland St
Englewood, Florida 34224

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



James Alvan Barrus

January 4, 2010, 3:55 pm

29 Pioneer Way

Springfield, Massachusetts 1119

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Robert Bartlett

January 4, 2010, 3:55 pm
1234 Sagecountry
Houston, Texas 77089

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no rationale for imposing
new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the
lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Robert Barton

January 4, 2010, 3:55 pm
PO Box 175

Kingston, Arkansas 72742

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

There is no credible argument for taking what has been built, funded, and maintained freely and efficiently by the marketplace
and turning it over to heavy-handed, inefficient, politically motivated government regulation. This will be rightly seen as
another intrusion by big government (you) into the lives of ordinary citizens. There is no public outcry for this move, and
rightly so. Government intervention into the free market is contrary to the best interests of the citizens of the United States.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Gary Baskin

January 4, 2010, 3:55 pm

605 Lynn Shores Dr.

Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Gary Bass

January 4, 2010, 3:55 pm
2948 warren chapel rd
Decherd, Tennessee 37324

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Gary Bass



catherine batcheller

January 4, 2010, 3:56 pm

90 cod In

chatham, Massachusetts 2633

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Is there nothing that you will not try to control and regulate and in the end, destroy? There is nothing wrong with the internet as
it functions now. Look at what it has become for goodness sake! What a gift to the world!! Leave freedom of speech and
communication alone and leave Americans alone. We can think for ourselves believe it or not. Besides, is our economy not
damaged enough as it is? You want to risk the loss of more successful private businesses? But that's your agenda isn't it? Soon
there will be no private sector if you can have your strident, dictatorial and arrogant way. The will and well being of the people
be damned.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



James Bateman

January 4, 2010, 3:56 pm
1102 Wildwood Way
Tool, Texas 75143

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

In short it my firm belief that the Federal government has absolutely no good reason to, in effect, confiscate a private business
enterprise. To proceed with the subject plan to ipso facto remake the internet into a "public utility" is a very suspect and
dishonest, unconstitutional, socialistic and unAmerican misuse of federal authority. This nation is great because of our system
of free enterprise. Government interference depresses that system and is totally inept in every attempt ever made to get any job
done which business can do better.

The American people are sick and tired of these ill-advised attempts at increasing control of our lives. When our Freedom and
Liberty are at stake we shall not accept such brazened attempts to limit what government cannot give us: our Freedom and
Liberty.



Fredy Bates

January 4, 2010, 3:56 pm
5617 Cheetah Chase
Littleton, Colorado 80124

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Regulate China. Regulate Japan. Regulate Korea. Stop
killing commerce in the US. American industry and commerce has had more than enough of your "help".



Lisa Bates

January 4, 2010, 3:57 pm

4924 West Wrightwood Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60639

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Hands off of my Internet!



Jerod Batte

January 4, 2010, 3:58 pm

4775 Oakwood Drive, Apt. #924
Odessa, Texas 79761

As an Americans for Prosperity activist and a citizen deeply interested in electronic media and matters of free speech, I am
submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket
No. 07-52:

The Internet is - and should remain - highly competitive. Traditional telephone and cable companies have been locked in an
intense struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections.
This capitalist system serves as a rudimentary check against marketplace corruption in Internet Service Providers (ISP). Ifa
private company such as one of the aforementioned ISPs blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would eventually
lose all its customers, who would flock to another ISP. If government exercised control over the Internet, there would be no
place for weary consumers to turn for relief.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create dramatic litigation risks. Such
restrictions would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those
investments would no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring even
more government control and politicization along with government ownership. Such politicization would definitely pose a risk
to online freedom of speech in the near future as a result of this "public utility model". Regardless, such a “public utility”
model is the desired outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and
Free Press founder Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
heavily debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not take it
upon itself to set such dramatic and potentially devastating regulatory changes into motion that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized. These restrictions pose the greatest threat to our First Amendment rights online.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years - beginning with the November
19, 2002 letter to the Commission from the self-proclaimed “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™ - that their claims
should be heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is
simply no rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation,
growth, and free expression that the lightly regulated, highly competitive Internet has become. To impose such regulations
would be to destroy the Internet as we know it and transform it into another government-sanctioned, heavily taxed (and
therefore higher priced) machine where the consumers are oppressed and freedom of speech is no longer tolerated.

Please, do whatever is necessary to keep government hands off of the Internet! The survival of the growing online culture
depends upon a free, open and competitive Internet market.



Lawrence Bau

January 4, 2010, 3:59 pm

5150 Avenida Despacio

Laguna Woods, California 92637

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Steve Baumann

January 4, 2010, 4:00 pm
639 Pekin Ave

East Peoria, Illinois 61611

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be an
option. The Commission should not on its own set into motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Government control of the internet would most likely
inhibit free speech and knowlege which in my opinion is the main reason for wanting shange.



marcia Baumgartner
January 4, 2010, 4:03 pm
1703 E Prairie Ave

1703 E Prairie Ave
Wheaton, Illinois 60187

Please, no government interference in the Internet as proposed in your "open internet" program. NO NO NO!
g prop ¥ P prog



Gail Baxter

January 4, 2010, 4:03 pm
11300 Glenwood

Overland Park, Kansas 66211

As Concerned Citizen of the United States, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



John Beane

January 4, 2010, 4:04 pm
7028 White Bridge Lane
Leland, North Carolina 28451

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Thank you,

John Beane



Robert Beaton

January 4, 2010, 4:05 pm

7906 Flower Av., #1

Takoma Park, Maryland 20912

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Michael Beauchane

January 4, 2010, 4:05 pm
2758 Old Highway 431 South
Springfield, Tennessee 37172

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I want to make this plain and clear to those of you in D.C., screw with my services that I pay for and I'll make it a point to
come and pay each one of you a visit to express my outrage and anger , you will be held accountable!!



Anita Becker

January 4, 2010, 4:06 pm
5179 Miller Paul Rd.
Westerville, Ohio 43082

I am AGAINST government running of the internet.

Please do not take any steps in that direction!



Perry Bee

January 4, 2010, 4:07 pm
3181 NE 23rd St.

A202

Gresham, Oregon 97030

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

This is a serious matter in which the American people need to decide and have. Our rights are not something that should be
questioned.

Sincerely,
Perry Bee



Thomas Beebe

January 4, 2010, 4:08 pm
69 Roosevelt Road
Carbondale, Illinois 62901

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

As an Amateur Radio operator I have watched the erosion of the "Ham" bands and the licensing requirements over the past 10
years. If this is any example of what you, the FCC, will do with the Internet, I have to say I am strongly against any change.



Winifred begley

January 4, 2010, 4:10 pm
20121 Bill Collins raod
Eustis, Florida 32736

Keep the government out of controlling the internet.

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Sam Behunin

January 4, 2010, 4:12 pm
280 SW Delta Drive
Beaverton, Oregon 97006

What you are talking about is neither an open internet or net neutrality. What we have now is an open and neutral internet.
The Federal government and the FCC have vitually no place in regulating the internet. Almost any regulation would be
contrary the my rights of free speech and freedom of press.



Douglas Beilharz

January 4, 2010, 4:13 pm

10593 Hickory Knoll Dr.
Brighton, Michigan 48114-9297

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Robert Beken

January 4, 2010, 4:13 pm
411 Sycamore Drive
Lincoln, Nebraska 68510

As a computer security professional, and EFF supporter, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of
preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Rosemarie Belan

January 4, 2010, 4:13 pm

283 Three Bridge Road
Monroeville, New Jersey 8343

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Roy Bell

January 4, 2010, 4:14 pm
1116 Tulane Dr
Arlington, Texas 76012

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

Liken it if you will, to the freedom the Native Americans enjoyed before the U. S. Government took those freedoms away as
well as the lands which they had grown up on.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Joseph Bell

January 4, 2010, 4:14 pm

PO Box 2306

Boone, North Carolina 28607

Regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet: GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



LaVonne Bennett
January 4, 2010, 4:15 pm
637 Bennett Road

Ionia, Michigan 48846

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Leave our Constitutionally-protected "Freedom of Speech" alone!
I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be

prioritized.

Leave our Constitutionally-guaranteed "Freedom of Speech" alone!



LaVonne Bennett
January 4, 2010, 4:15 pm
637 Bennett Road

Ionia, Michigan 48846

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no rationale for imposing
new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the
lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



June Benoit

January 4, 2010, 4:16 pm

5524 64th Ave NW

Gig Harbor, Washington 98335

MY COMMENT IS - THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD BACK OFF FROM TRYING TO TAKE OVER EVERY ASPECT
OF OUR LIVES.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Alexis Bercq

January 4, 2010, 4:16 pm

54 Las Tusas Road

Ranchos de Taos, New Mexico 87557

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Thank you for your attention about this issue.



Thomas T Berge

January 4, 2010, 4:16 pm

659 High Plains Courtr

Grand Forks, North Dakota 58201

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

If you have any qudestions related to me , Please CONTACT ME.

Thank you

Thomas T Berge



Lynn Bergman

January 4, 2010, 4:18 pm

225 Riverside Park Road
Bismarck, North Dakota 58504

I am submitting this comment regarding GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. There is no rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing
down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Find something more productive to do with your time, like sticking you thumb up your ass like other government employees,
and leave private enterprise alone!



Vicki Bermudez

January 4, 2010, 4:18 pm

11329 Southtowne Court

South Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53172

I am sure that I will not be the first to raise the concern that governmental regulation on any level restricts the most basic of our
American rights—freedom of choice.

With any free nation comes individual responsibility. While it is true that some individuals will make bad choices, and others
will make good ones, it is also true that all actions have consequences, and all who make choices will either suffer the results of
bad choices, or be rewarded for good ones. Let’s not forget that we all have the capacity to learn, and those who make bad
choices will learn from their mistakes. Some of the most caring people, some of the most well-rounded people, some of the
most ambitious people in the world had to learn from their bad choices. Please, let individuals make their choice in regards to
what they see, hear, and do, with respect to the Internet. Do not impose the morals of one person or group of persons by
regulating in any way, shape or form, what by rights is an individual issue.



Sandra Bernhard
January 4, 2010, 4:18 pm
532 Menominee
Naperville, Illinois 60563

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Sergio J. Bernier-Ramos
January 4, 2010, 4:20 pm
9414 Moonlit Glade Rd.
Helotes, Texas 78023-4411

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



George Berry

January 4, 2010, 4:21 pm
41 Redwine Overlook
Newnan, Georgia 30263

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

And lastly let me add that in the past 10-15 years the internet has brought untold benifits to Americans and people in many
other countries. It allows us to communitcate ideas, buy and sell products and enjoy music and video. If we do not like what
our providers offer with price or features we can drop them and find another provider. The internet is already "open" and the
heavy hand of government will not make it more so, only less.

George Berry
1/8/10



Mark Best

January 4, 2010, 4:23 pm
21339 Black Forest Ct.
Flat Rock, Michigan 48134

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Sincerely,

Mark F. Best



Jane Betteridge

January 4, 2010, 4:23 pm
1205 Oakland Drive
Anderson, Indiana 46012

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Furthermore, I am incensed with the deceptive language used in the naming of bigger-government, freedom-limiting legislation
such as these offensive proposed "Open Internet" rules. The internet is already open. It is obvious that the rules are meant to
restrict it.



Bill Betts

January 4, 2010, 4:24 pm

2510 Howard Drive

Redding, California 96001-3708

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Dwight Beuthling

January 4, 2010, 4:24 pm
872 Uhen Ct

Burlington, Wisconsin 53105

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

It's time that all the liberal in Washington start to do the peoples will and representing the people. Enacting a law like this is an
infringement on my right of FREEDOM OF SPEECH given to me by the Constitution. I think our so called representative
should have to pass a test on the Constitution and our Bill of Rights



Connie Bevan

January 4, 2010, 4:24 pm

168 West 500 North
Springyville, Utah 84663-1090

As a Conservative/Independent activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



David Beverly

January 4, 2010, 4:26 pm

800 East C Street

Iron Mountain, Michigan 49801

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

As always, government intervention into the private sector is a very bad idea. This is nothing more than a power grab.
The government has no need, and quite possibly no authority, to interfere with the workings of the market place.



Mr. & Mrs. Leonard J. Bibbo

January 4, 2010, 4:26 pm

19 Barony Lane

Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29928

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

We are especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



M. Bice

January 4, 2010, 4:27 pm

PO Box 1127

Taylors, South Carolina 29687

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Adrian Bickley

January 4, 2010, 4:27 pm
10906 Oak Harbor Drive
Louisville, Kentucky 40299

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I share my concern also as a internet businessman. This would stifle business nationally and internationally.



Terry Biehl

January 4, 2010, 4:27 pm
8853 Emahiser Rd
Caledonia, Ohio 43314

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

This country is becoming more & more communist every day. Do not do this to America & we the people who can choose to
vote you out of office.



Bill Bill

January 4, 2010, 4:27 pm
4924 balboa Blvd.
Encino, California 91335

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

PLEASE go ahead with your plans for open Internet for everyone equally.

Stop big business from controling speeds.



Russell C. Bingley
January 4, 2010, 4:28 pm
34 Gerber Ln.

Cody, Wyoming 82414

Leave you hands off the internet. Every thing that Uncle Frankenstein touches becomes worse.



Nancy Bintz

January 4, 2010, 4:29 pm
5700 Highland Way #201
Middleton, Wisconsin 53562

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Please stop government interference in our daily lives. We've already lost too many freedoms.



Martha Bisaccio

January 4, 2010, 4:29 pm
16 Evans Road

16 Evans Road

Riverdale, New Jersey 7457

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

A transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be debated in
Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into motion
regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Leave our internet alone ! We need to retain this avenue of unfettered public free speech, especially in this age of monopolistic
networks controlling much of the print media and TV stations.



Mr & Mrs Bischof
January 4, 2010, 4:29 pm
34 S. Ridge Ave

Arl. Hts., Illinois 60005

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

In conclusion... You cannot get more "Open Internet" than keeping the Government out of it!... The Internet is already OPEN
and being run by the Free Enterprise Market Place... It cannot get much freer than that...

Keep in mind every time Government has gotten involved we end up loosing our Freedoms and what was once "FREE" now
ends up costing Americans an arm and a leg.

Please do not be fooled again by these people... Keep America Free. Keep Government from destroying Free Enterprise... Let
the Market Place be self regulating... That is what America is all about...



Alan Bishop

January 4, 2010, 4:29 pm
1601 Slate Run Rd.

New Albany, Indiana 47150

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

We don't need goverment sensorship of the last place where you can get the facts and not just what they want us to know.



Candi Bishop

January 4, 2010, 4:29 pm
4931 E. State Farm Rd.
North Platte, Nebraska 69101

Keep the government OUT of the Internet business! This is outrageous power-grabbing and totally un-American. (Not that you
guys care about the Constitution)



Nicole Bishop

January 4, 2010, 4:30 pm
2307 NE 33rd St.

Cape Coral, Florida 33909

As an American for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Diane Bittle

January 4, 2010, 4:31 pm
14342 Cochran Rd.
Marion, Illinois 62959

I am fed up with the government wanting to control every aspect of my life...from paying taxes, to health care and now to
controlling the internet that is used for news and communicating. It needs to STOP!

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Melody Black

January 4, 2010, 4:31 pm

5754 Jericho Rd

Pt Pleasant, West Virginia 25550

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I am entirely against any additional regulation of the internet and its users by the government.



Victoria Black

January 4, 2010, 4:31 pm
932 Tilmanstone Rd.
Millen, Georgia 30442

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. I am against the FCC's proposal of "Open Internet" rule and in support of a truly open, competitive, privately owned
and controlled network,



douglas blackman

January 4, 2010, 4:35 pm

8 halter ct

mt laurel, New Jersey 8054

I am not interested in the government controlling the internet - let free enterprise and innovation continue. Although there
likely will be issues, this is better than government control.

This comment is submitted regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-
52:



Millard Blanchard
January 4, 2010, 4:35 pm
897 Wilmar Cir
Blairsville, Georgia 30512

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

The most recent mandate by the federal government that over the air television switch to high definition cost many less affluent
folks their TV reception since the switch to HD cut the power and put many people who could not afford cable or satellite out
of reach of over the air TV. Don't let the feds get involved with the internet, they'll screw it up, as well.



Mary Kay Blasiar-Jones
January 4, 2010, 4:36 pm
PO Box 793

Blue Jay, California 92317

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Leave our internet alone, the free market will take care of any problems!



Bob Blettenberg

January 4, 2010, 4:37 pm
58 Carter Rd

Sagle, Idaho 83860

As an American Citizen, You are going too far in your grab for power over every aspect. Keep your hands of the Internet. I am
submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket
No. 07-52:

If government exercised control over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no rationale for imposing
new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the
lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Alan Blitzblau

January 4, 2010, 4:37 pm

104 Mill View Circle
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185

As a concerned American citizen, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet.
GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



John Blue

January 4, 2010, 4:38 pm
540 N Carpenter Road
Titusville, Florida 32796

Like so many of my fellow Americans-for-Prosperity colleagues, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter
of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised (i.e.,
monopolized) control over the Internet, there would be no other place to turn for free/unfettered access to the Internet.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in the sunshine in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. It would be illegal and
unconstitutional for the Commission to set into motion its own regulatory changes to force this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Joseph Bodenstedt

January 4, 2010, 4:38 pm
22 W. Uhler Ave.
Alexandria, Virginia 22301

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

A word of advice to the government: Keep your hands off the Internet!



CRAIG BOHLEN

January 4, 2010, 4:39 pm

620 COTTONFIELD CIRCLE
WAXHAW, North Carolina 28173

As an Americans for Prosperity friend, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Barbara Bohovic

January 4, 2010, 4:39 pm
7444 W. Firelands
Hudson, Ohio 44236

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Carolyn Bolger

January 4, 2010, 4:39 pm
415 N. Woodcroft Ln.
Schaumburg, Illinois 60173

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Heavy-handed regulation could destroy private investment in the Internet, in turn forcing taxpayers to spend hundreds of
billions of dollars to keep the Internet functioning, bringing government ownership and control.



Colleen Boling

January 4, 2010, 4:39 pm
1948 Kimberly Rd
Mosinee, Wisconsin 54455

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

Since 1998 I have been actively using the internet and seen how competition has driven the market to provide better and faster
service. I have seen regions with few options grow to several options. My mother has a farm and [ was comparing companies
top provide high speed service for her and had 5 options to choose from within seconds of searching. Government control of
the internet providers will slow and over time destroy growth with bureaucracy.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



George Bookout

January 4, 2010, 4:40 pm
801 Hairston

Altus, Oklahoma 73521

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. You are a bunch of IDIOTS.



James Booth

January 4, 2010, 4:40 pm
P. O. Box 82

Brady, Nebraska 69123

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

In summation, I strongly oppose any additional regulation or government control of the internet. The existing regulations are
sufficient. Any thing beyond the existing regulations would be an outright infringement on our constitutionally guaranteed
freedom of speech.



Jerome C. Borden
January 4, 2010, 4:41 pm
1571 E. Beechwood Drive
Layton, Utah 84040-2226

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. There
are at least four wireless providers in my area plus numerous WiFi "hot spots". If a private company blocked or censored
Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control over the Internet, there would be no
place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



REgina S. Bossle

January 4, 2010, 4:41 pm
3809 Amy Pl.

Loveland, Colorado 80538

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Lastly, the govt controls too much already. Give us our freedoms back.



Bonnie Bost

January 4, 2010, 4:42 pm

1194 Riverview Dr. Unit#5614
Ellijay, Georgia 30540

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

It would be difficult for me to run my business, teaching music to children and helping them learn and increase their test
scores, if any thing on the internet was censored!! Please leave the internet a FREE area to speak!!



Carter Boswell

January 4, 2010, 4:43 pm
HC 15870 Box 4
Sahuarita, Arizona 85629

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Come on FCC, leave the internet alone and let it grow. Like all big buracracies the FCC just has to get bigger, more powerful,
at the detriment of all it serves.



Gary Bousquet

January 4, 2010, 4:44 pm
49 dayton st

spfld, Massachusetts 1106

KEEP THE INTERNET FREE we have enough to pay for here in the USA this is are only out for freedom still don't take it
away from us.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Tracy Bovee

January 4, 2010, 4:44 pm
401 Lakeview Drive #202
Weston, Florida 33326-2404

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52: (he concept of an "open internet" can ONLY be maintained if it is left
unencumbered by regulation. The moment government attempts to regulate it free and already-open access and content in ANY
manner, it will no longer be any of those thing. History has shown time and again the government regulation only has a
propensity for destroying, not improving. Therefore I, as a citizen of these United States, say "Nay" with regard to the proposed
regulation.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This

will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions would lower the rate of return on investments in building
network capacity to the point that some of those investments would no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

Ta

m especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Barry Bowdidge

January 4, 2010, 4:45 pm
1341 E. Valley Pkwy #152
Escondido, California 92027

Freedom is Freedom from Government! This is the purpose of the American Constitution. This is what makes us great and
not just another failed Communist or Socialist country. As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following
comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



LYNN BOWMAN

January 4, 2010, 4:46 pm

412 Madison ave

CARY, North Carolina 27513

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Keep your hands out of our business!



CWO-3 BOB BOWMAN USMCR RETIRED
January 4, 2010, 4:47 pm

PO BOX 691508

ORLANDO, Florida 328691508

As an American who served his country to protect, defend, and preserve the freedoms we have in this country I am supporting
Americans for Prosperity in supporting the opposition to a government takeover of the Internet. I am submitting the following
comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

The Internet is private Enterprise and the government has not place involved in it.



Don Boyle

January 4, 2010, 4:48 pm
1811 Signature Ct.
Longmont, Colorado 80504

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Susan Boyle

January 4, 2010, 4:49 pm

6840 W 83rd St Terrace
Bloomington, Minnesota 55438

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Lee Bradford

January 4, 2010, 4:50 pm

4312 Garth Road

Huntsville, Alabama 35802-1129

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Sincerely,

Lee Bradford



Pat Bradley

January 4, 2010, 4:52 pm
2510 Electric Ln.

Suite 910

Dallas, Texas 75220

We are not Communist China. Stay out of our sources of information and communications. Every time a government (any
government) does something to make things more fair or safer, they take control and make things less fair and less safe.
Just stop tring to improved things and trust the people who use and pay for the services to make things better. As well as
making them the way they want!



Johnie Brake

January 4, 2010, 4:53 pm
P.O. Box 1842

Claypool, Colorado 85532

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Keep your grubby hands off the internet.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Roberet Brandis

January 4, 2010, 4:55 pm

1517 Chatham Road

Camp Hill, Pennsylvania 17011

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Barbara Branscom
January 4, 2010, 4:55 pm
13687 Comuna Dr.
Poway, California 92064

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Leslie Brasel

January 4, 2010, 4:55 pm
719 South Oak Grove Road
Cushing, Oklahoma 74023

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

WAY TO MUCH GOVERNMENT REGULATION AND CONTROL OVER OUR PERSONAL LIVES. IT HAS TO BE
STOPPED



Jan Braverman

January 4, 2010, 4:58 pm
245 Princeton Road
Piscataway, New Jersey 8854

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Sincerely, for AFP,
Jan Braverman



Lin Brawley

January 4, 2010, 4:59 pm
5260 Fairview Rd
Baxter, Minnesota 56425

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

PS. Don't you all think you have your mitts in far too much of the Americans business? Most Americans are fed up with whats
going on in the White House now. Jusr remember election time is just around the corner. This is America not some dumb
commie country like you all are trying to turn it into.



Mary Breaux

January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm
101 Suffolk Ave
Lafayette, Louisiana 70508

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Keep the government out of the internet!!



Richard Brennan
January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm
6726 Big Springs Dr.
Arlington, Texas 76001

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Absolute Power Corrupts Absolutely. Keep Government small!



Ken Breuninger

January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm
921" N skyline

Stillwater, Oklahoma 74075

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Keep the federal government out of my life. They screw up everything they touch. M9st of there programs are unconstitutional
and un American. Our governmnet is corrupt to the bone.



Ben Brewer

January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm
333 W Leroux St G-4
Prescott, Arizona 86303

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Thank you,
Ben Brewer



Dennis Briggs

January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm
645 Howard Ave.
Billings, Montana 59101

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Tim Briggs

January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm
20111 Brondesbury
Katy, Texas 77450

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

In my opinion, there is nothing that needs to be fixed, so why should government become involved?



David Briley

January 4, 2010, 5:00 pm

625 East Main St.

B-7

Hendersonville, Tennessee 37075

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Don't mess up a good thing to satisfy your ego. The govermant has messed up everything it touched. Err EGOS.



Carol Brinton

January 4, 2010, 5:01 pm
36 Shady Hollow Drive
Dearborn, Michigan 48124

To Whom It May Concern:
For once listen to the people!!!!

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



William Brisko

January 4, 2010, 5:01 pm
2407 Beechwood Ave.
San Jose, California 95128

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Keep "Team Obama" out of the Internet!



Carl Brisson

January 4, 2010, 5:02 pm

17 Teaberry Lane

Bedford, New Hampshire 3110

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Keep your corrupt government paws off of the internet!



rollin brittner

January 4, 2010, 5:03 pm
13531 clairmont way #181
oregon city, Oregon 97045

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

I think it's about time the government listened to the people, we are tired of the governments endless effort of regulating our
lives. We already have way too much big government so stay out of our lives.



Kyle Broderick

January 4, 2010, 5:03 pm
12535 S. Ash Ave.
Jenks, Oklahoma 74037

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

AFP's concerns are well-founded. And in your own language your reasons for wanting to impose "net neutrality" or "open
internet" seem justifiable. There are problems on the internet. You would like to alter web traffic to adhere to more
controllable and "socially responsible" guidelines.

Here is the problem with your plan. Placing control into the hands of government agencies like your own is the worst scenario.
You fear the "wild west", an uncontrolled and dangerous expanse. I know from reading my history, though, that the "wild
west" is vastly preferable to your "civilized east." If the net remains free, there will be those that will take advantage. They
will spread foul ideas, take too much power for personal profit, and use bandwidth for seemingly unnecessary things. There
will be some bad stuff.

In your hands, however, the net will become a hollow shell of what it currently is or could be if left alone. It doesn't matter if
your ideas are noble, or if your current plan truly is good. Either you or your successors would use your new-found power ruin
this vastly powerful method of communication. You think the madness of the marketplace is inefficient? Government
bureaucracies have proven themselves to be far worse.

What concerns me most, however, is how untrustworthy you are when it comes to abiding by the US Constitution and the
principles of Liberty. I know that you or your successors would attempt to control the content of the internet. You would

quash free speech in the name of some "greater good" when the political wind blows in your favor.

For this reason alone I have made up my mind. Your progress is not progress at all. Please get your hands away from the net.



H. J. Bronson

January 4, 2010, 5:04 pm
154 Aqua Vista Drive
Kerrville, Texas 78028-8865

Before I get to the specifics of why your planned actions are another attack on freedom I want you, the entire commission, to
know that We the People will NOT stand for your attempt to subvert the Internet. Our patience are about out. Be cognizant that
you will be held accountable and prohibited from any seizure PERIOD!

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Spencer Bronte

January 4, 2010, 5:04 pm
23905 Clinton Keith 114-365
Wildomar, California 92595

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

As a citizen of the United States of America, I oppose fully!



Jeanette Brookes
January 4, 2010, 5:05 pm
2139 Tampico Dr.
Carrollton, Texas 75006

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

America is supposed to be a government of the people and by the people, not a government of a political elite who take over
free enterprise. Leave free enterprise alone. It is able to take care of itself.



Roger A. Brooks

January 4, 2010, 5:05 pm

827 Golf Course Road

Gate City, Virginia 24251-3795

We don't need more Government control of the Internet. It would only screw it up, invade our privacy, and create more useless
bureaucracy.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Helen Brosnan

January 4, 2010, 5:06 pm
4595 Saddlehorn Dr
same

Reno, Nevada 89511

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Enough already we are NOT a communist country, the government does not tell us what to do, we tell them. we are the people
that speak. The sooner the Obamas realize that the better off we'll be.



Robert Brossman

January 4, 2010, 5:06 pm

2B, Elm Grove Crossings Mall
Wheeling, West Virginia 26003-5300

As an American concerned about any threat to Internet freedom, access and use, I urge the FCC to de-politicize any actions it
may take in regard to keeping the Internet free of political influence.

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Please do not interfere with Internet freedom.



Carol Broussard

January 4, 2010, 5:07 pm
17527 Hawkin Lane
Tomball, Texas 77377

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Barry Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:07 pm

113 Woodmere Drive
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185-3976

In addition to the statement below, I want to reinforce the thought that the Internet, as it is now maintained and operated, does
not need any government oversight or control. It is performing its function very well, since the inception, as a private
enterprise. The laws of supply and demand must be utilized to insure this extremely important communications function
continues to serve all who desire to gain benefit from its service.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Carol Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:07 pm

2603 NE 102nd St.
Vancouver, Washington 98686

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

No "Net Neutrality!"



Donald Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:09 pm
4105 Elizabeth Lane
4105 Elizabeth Lane
Fairfax, Virginia 22032

As an active internet user, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN
Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Companies should have the right to restrict traffic that is overwhelming their networks at their best judgment. That way small
users will be able to have their messages go through as reward for not being data hogs.



Eldon Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:09 pm

1301 So. Mill ST.

Milton-Freewater, Oregon 97862-1153

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no

rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and

expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.
?



james brown

January 4, 2010, 5:11 pm
4245 w. woodale avenue
brown deer, Wisconsin 53209

Private enterprise built the internet and the only reason government wants control is becasue it fears an unregulated internet.
For that reason alone I oppose any and all governmental involvment,l intrusion or or control of the internet. It works fine
without and further "fixing".

Government out of private enterprise. Government out of the internet.

Government's mandate is national defense, not social engineering. Stick with your mandate and leave private enterprise alone.

J.Brown
Brown Deer, Wisconsin



JAY BROWN

January 4, 2010, 5:11 pm

947 LANCE AVENUE
BALTIMORE, Maryland 21221

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.l THINK BIG GOVERNMENT IS STICKING ITS
NOSE INTO TOO MUCH OF OUR PERSONAL RIGHTS. DON'T KEEP SENDING ME LETTERS OR REQUESTS FOR
MONEY ETC. IT WILL JUST BE A WASTE OR TIME AND MONEY.



Jay Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:13 pm

6409 Fayetteville Rd.

Ste. 120-306

Durham, North Carolina 27713

I am submitting the following comments regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and “cable” companies have been locked in an intense struggle to win
customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. If a private company
blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised un-Constitutional
censorship over the Internet, there would be no alternative.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive, unjustified by any
legitimate concerns, and will obstruct perfectly reasonable and economically efficient business models. This rulemaking will
also impose unreasonable business uncertainty and create substantial increased litigation risks. Such restrictions would lower
the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would no longer
make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the real
ultimate goal of many proponents of such regulation.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been falsely ringing alarm bells now for many years (starting with the November
19, 2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™). Their claims should
therefore be heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of a substantial pattern or occurence of discriminatory or
anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no Constitutional justification for imposing new regulations that could have the
effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet
has become.

In view of the clear prospects for a substantial shift in Congressional power following the mid-term election this Fall, the FCC
would be wise to refrain from overplaying its hand in these matters.



Karen Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:14 pm

3285 New Baltimore Rd
Fayetteville, Pennsylvania 17222

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I couldn't have said it better myself...Karen Brown



Katrina Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:14 pm
1161 Cobblefield Way
Greenfield, Indiana 46140

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Lucy Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:15 pm

88 South Ave

New Canaan, Connecticut 6840

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

May GOD Bless America as we need his blessings!



Lygia Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:15 pm

4332 Teeter Totter Circle
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80917

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Robert Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:16 pm
3916 Shavano Dr.
Austin, Texas 78749

RobertAs an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the
open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Sally Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:18 pm

40 Neubauer Drive

New Martinsville, West Virginia 26155

I have read the following article and agree that we should preserve the open net. We have enough government interference in
our lives. Please -- NO MORE GOVERNMENT TAKE OVERS!!!!

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Tim Brown

January 4, 2010, 5:18 pm
4179 Dawson Rd
Sedalia, Colorado 80135

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and may prevent
business models that would be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such
restrictions would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those
investments would no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Julie Bruce

January 4, 2010, 5:19 pm
500 Jaggy Lane

Poteet, Texas 78065

As an American, [ am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Gerry Brundage

January 4, 2010, 5:19 pm
2219 Cemetery Rd
Pottsboro, Texas 75076

Keep your hands off my internet.



Ron and Joanne Brunetti
January 4, 2010, 5:19 pm

1404 S. Midland Heights P1.
Covington, Virginia 24426-2348

As Americans for Prosperity activist, we are submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

We are especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Annette Bryant-Bridgeforth
January 4, 2010, 5:19 pm
251 Aspen Lane

Aurora, Illinois 60504

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Albert M Bryson

January 4, 2010, 5:20 pm

532 Third Avenue

Parkesburg, Pennsylvania 19365

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

I totally opposed any government control of the internet.



Sarah Buck

January 4, 2010, 5:21 pm
4041 Mary Lane

Cedarburg, Wisconsin 53012

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should never set into motion
regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Christina Buckner
January 4, 2010, 5:21 pm
1731 Wasatch Dr
Ogden, Utah 84403-1401

There is no rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation,
growth, and expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Period.



William Bucko

January 4, 2010, 5:21 pm

130 South Ave.

Mt. Clemens, Michigan 48043

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

KEEP YOUR HANDS OFF THE INTERNET!

PRIVATE PROPERTY IS PRIVATE PROPERTY! IF YOU WANT SOCIALISM, GET YOUR ASS TO CUBA WHERE
YOU BELONG! AND TAKE THAT MARXIST BASTARD OBAMA WITH YOU!

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators™) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Dave Buerk

January 4, 2010, 5:22 pm

1210 Peggy dr

Hummelstown, Pennsylvania 17036

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

SICK BASTARDS - This is such a blatant attempt to gain control over free thought and exchanges of ideas. Un-American and
an open door for abuse. NO! There is nothing Free OR American by trying to overload an incompetent Government in so
many ways as we are seeing right now. Stalin and Mao would be proud. Castro and Chavez full of envy. NO!



David Bufalo

January 4, 2010, 5:24 pm
3193 S. Wilding Ct.
Denver, Colorado 80231

The internet is doing just fine without the FCC, so just stay out of the way. This is the last bastion of free enterprise left in
America and unlike the government , it works quite well. There is no need for the governmmetn to get involved and screw it
up. The following is a prepared statement, which I totally support.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Gary Buffon

January 4, 2010, 5:24 pm

6467 Conlon Ave

El Cerrito, California 94530-1612

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

At this point in time we need less government intervention, not more.



William A. Buie, Jr

January 4, 2010, 5:24 pm

212 Alex Drive

Jefferson City, Tennessee 37760

As an Americans for Prosperity supporter, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Jane Bull

January 4, 2010, 5:24 pm
19 State Street

Carteret, New Jersey 7008

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

To be perfectly blunt, you need to keep your hands off the internet. It is doing very well without government intervention.
How about creating some jobs instead of meddling where you don't belong?



Richard Bull

January 4, 2010, 5:25 pm
764 Guinda

Palo Alto, California 94301

As a working engineer in our National Defense industry, and as an individual who depends heavily upon the internet,I wish to
make the following comments to GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

There is not one, single compelling reason for the government of the US to impose itself upon a system that works well, and
serves public, private and business interests admirably, the financial self interest of some vocal advocates of regulation not
withstanding.

As a young man working in the communications industry, I was made aware of the acronym PICON; Public Interest,
Convenience, Or Necessity. This was the guiding principle embraced by the FCC.

Increased regulation is not in the public interest, it certainly militates against convenience and is devoid of necessity. I wish to
go on record as vehemently opposing any such regulatory action as is contemplated in the above captioned actions.



Richard Buller

January 4, 2010, 5:27 pm
4653 R.T. Cassidy Dr.

El Paso, Texas 79924

As an Americans for Prosperity citizen, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Bruce Bullough

January 4, 2010, 5:28 pm

6946 Ideal Ave S

Cottage Grove, Minnesota 55016

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. As in
all private/business operations, if a private company blocks or censors internet traffic it will lose customers. However, if
government has control over the Internet, the consumer is lost, without recourse.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that become increasingly economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such
restrictions would lower the rate of return on investment in building network capacity to the point that some of those
investments would no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or, probably much worse, be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would
inevitably bring government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is
the desired outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press
founder Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission has no Constitutionally
granted authority (I read it frequently - no, it's no there!), and should not, on its own, set into motion regulatory changes that
will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims must be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that will have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, destroying job
growth, and expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Brad bumgardner
January 4, 2010, 5:28 pm
po box 25

pinckard, Alabama 36371

Stop taking our freedom you fucking assholes!



Virginia Burd

January 4, 2010, 5:28 pm
10524 Walter Thompson Drive
Vienna, Virginia 22181

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Seth Burden

January 4, 2010, 5:29 pm
2224 Thornblade Dr

Raleigh, North Carolina 27604

On the idea of Government Internet Control...Get out! Good Grief. Control, Control, Control. Thats all that we hear about
today from this administration. I thought America stood for freedom.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Thomas Burdon

January 4, 2010, 5:29 pm
2205 N. Swan Rd.
Tucson, Arizona 85712

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

There is enough Government in our lives...This is unneeded.



Steven Burge

January 4, 2010, 5:29 pm
9525 W Coal Mine Ave
AptD

Littleton, Colorado 80123

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Clyde Burke

January 4, 2010, 5:29 pm
P O Box 1708

Brookings, Oregon 97415

My comment is in regards to GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is just fine, without government controls. Forget it! Instead clamp down on the content sewer on TV.



Rodney Burket

January 4, 2010, 5:29 pm

2003 Lower Snake Spring Road
Everett, Pennsylvania 15536

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Please consider that the internet is a place for our voices to be heard. It is not a place that government should control and limit
our voices.



Jim Burnett

January 4, 2010, 5:30 pm
15410 N 2nd Place
Phoenix, Arizona 85022

As an IT professional and as an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter
of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense and we are behind most of the rest of the world in market penetration and broadband speeds.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Scott Burnett

January 4, 2010, 5:31 pm
140 South Central ave.
Cut Bank, Montana 59427

As an American I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Mark Burnette

January 4, 2010, 5:31 pm
520 Lee St.

Evanston, Illinois 60202

[ am in favor of an open internet and net neutrality, as are hundreds of millions of Americans and internet users around the
globe.



Mason Burnette

January 4, 2010, 5:32 pm

314 Maxwell Lane

Newport News, Virginia 23606

As an American who loves LIBERTY as envisioned by our Constitution, I am against government interference with the
internet.

In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no legitimate (i.e., no non-
political) rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation,
growth, and expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become. Aside from empowering government
(political objective), most government "fairness" activity of late has done more to limit FREEDOM than protect it.
Consequently, I oppose any new government regulation of the internet.



Mike Burns

January 4, 2010, 5:32 pm
32349 Hwy 92

Hotchkiss, Colorado 81419

To whom it may concern, Keep your grubby lunchhooks off the internet! Are you kidding me? This proposal (GN Docket No,
09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52) is just another power grab by the wanna be socialists currently in power. I will do everything
in my power in 2010 and 2012 to make sure those responsible for this proposal and/or other similar legislation get voted (read
FIRED) right out of there jobs! As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the
matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Very Sincerely, Mike Burns



Ronald Burns

January 4, 2010, 5:32 pm
1575 Leonard Pt. Road
Oshkosh, Wisconsin 54904

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The arguments on both sides of this issue are well known by the FCC and the media. I know that my comments reflect
thousands Americans just like me, and we do not want government or any other entity to have the power of intervention in any
of the media to filter or control any aspect of it. Plainly speaking, it is a competitive environment that will govern and control
itself. Like television, news, radio and other media, consumers will stop trading with those they find offensive, unprofitable or
otherwise unwanted.

Families have the power to control the exposure of themselves and their children. Private entities can and already are doing the
same.

The question of go or no-go forward with intervention is simple contrary to everything the U.S. Constitution is all about. Do
not forget this truth.

Ronald Burns

1575 Leonard Point Road
Oshkosh, WI 54904
920.420.3314



T BUSICK

January 4, 2010, 5:32 pm

44 FIRST

ANN ARBOR, Michigan 48108

HISTORY WOULD SHOW THAT YOU PUT AN END TO FREEDOM OF SPEECH NOT TO MENTION, BE AWARE OF
YOU BEING STOPPED OF YOUR FREEDOM OF SPEECH, NEXT ADMINISTRATION. FEELS DIFFERENT WHEN
SOMEONE DOES IT TO YOU. YOU WILL NOT BE IN POWER LONG, YOUR EXTREME CHANGES ARE SIMPLY
MAKING THAT HAPPEN SOONER, INSTEAD OF LATER.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



tT BUSICK

January 4, 2010, 5:32 pm

44 FIRST

ANN ARBOR, Michigan 48108

YOU WILL GO DOWN IN HISTORY AS THE CENSORSHIP ADMINISTRATION OF OUR HISTORY ....NICE.....BE
CAREFUL...WHATEVER YOU PUT ON US...WILL GO BACK ON YOU.

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Brenda Butler

January 4, 2010, 5:33 pm
1372 W Glenmere dr
Chandler, Arizona 85224

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

NO MORE Government messing in private Companies. Enough is enough.



Janice Butler

January 4, 2010, 5:34 pm
5430 Chickadee Court
kjgkhg

Parker, Colorado 94566

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Scott & Ruth Butler

January 4, 2010, 5:35 pm

818 Cass Road

Traverse City, Michigan 49684

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

HANDS OFF!



Larry D. Butler, Ph.D.
January 4, 2010, 5:35 pm
2490 - 5500 Rd.

Delta, Colorado 81416

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

The government has no right, granted by our Constitution, that limits free speech or expression and that includes thoughts and
speech passed over the Internet! In fact it would be Unconstitutional to pass an regulation or law that prevented or even limited
the same!



Nelson Butz

January 4, 2010, 5:36 pm

1275 Rock Ave. Apt. B7

North Plainfield, New Jersey 7060

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

Sincerely,
Nelson Butz



Peter Buxton

January 4, 2010, 5:37 pm
38981 23rd Street
Mattawan, Michigan 49071

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is not run by coercion. It is run by consensus over the TCP/IP suite and by voluntary fees. The call by the
Orwellian group "Open Internet" for those standards to be placed entirely in the hands of the Government is a self-parodic
travesty: as if a group called "Open Books" insisted that all printing presses be owned by the government and that all books be
marketed the same, printed on the same size paper, &c.

I am very curious, though: how will the FCC, La Pelosi and the One We Have Been Waiting For pry the standards for
HTTP/HTML/XML out of the hands of the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C)? The European non-profit will not take

kindly to an American takeover.

If the FCC wants to do something useful, break up state-wide monopolies to the township level, and let them run co-ops or
contract to telecoms/cable cos. to provide the vast majority of their citizens with net.access.

Susan Crawford and Robert McChesney want to turn the US into Communist China, with our own Great Firewall. No, thank
you.

Yours,

Peter Buxton



Jack Buzbee

January 4, 2010, 5:37 pm
200 E Douglas St

De Soto, Illinois 62924

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility would be a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



bwotethbtkn bwotethbtkn
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Kent Byington

January 4, 2010, 5:38 pm
1741 Conifer Ridge
Prescott, Arizona 86303

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The government has no ligitimate right interfer with with speech and free enterprise. The Internet is highly competitive.
Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense struggle to win customers, and wireless
is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. If a private company blocked or censored
Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control over the Internet, there would be no
place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Amelia C.

January 4, 2010, 5:38 pm
Hope

White Twp., New Jersey 7823

, | am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Nancy Cable

January 4, 2010, 5:38 pm
1211 W. Crow

Webb City, Missouri 64870

I am sending my message of utter protest against Washington restricting the current internet system through the FCC enacting
the "Open Internet” rules. It is my constitutional right to have total freedom of speech and communication. I do not want any
government interference with this right. Thank you.



Richard E. Cadle

January 4, 2010, 5:39 pm
11975 Blott Rd.

North Jackson, Ohio 44451

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

LEAVE the INTERNET alone. If you want to "FIX" the INTERNET and be productive at the FCC block spammers, viruses,
trojans and worms.



Elizabeth Cadwalader

January 4, 2010, 5:39 pm

1130 Oak St.

Coatesville, Pennsylvania 19320

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

ALL PITIFULL WEAK PEOPLE WHO FEAR FREE SPEACH.



John Caldwell

January 4, 2010, 5:39 pm

Talisman Lane

Huntington Beach, California 92649

I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC
Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Dan O. Caldwell IIT
January 4, 2010, 5:39 pm
P.O. Box 1504

Lander, Wyoming 82520

There is to much government regulation and control now that does not come from the people, but some government agency.
FCC regualtion of the internet is another such control that is not needed or wanted. If the FCC were to pass these regualtions,
who is going to oversee the FCC. If internet regulation is needed, it should come from our Congress and not from an agency.



Kenneth Calman

January 4, 2010, 5:40 pm
6320 W. Saguaro Dr.
Glendale, Arizona 85304

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

We are not China! Not yet, unless you turn us into that kind of tyranny.



Kenneth Calman

January 4, 2010, 5:40 pm
6320 W. Saguaro Dr.
Glendale, Arizona 85304

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

In addition to the above: THIS IS NOT CHINA!



David Cambiano

January 4, 2010, 5:41 pm
25 Sandstone Drive
Conway, Arkansas 72034

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am sorely troubled by all the idiots in Congress and the Whitehouse who have made
themselves the enemy of this great country. You can all go to hell.



Samuel Camden

January 4, 2010, 5:41 pm
341 Douglas Ave

Crystal Lake, Illinois 60014

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not on its own set into
motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.

And, remember, the Government is of the people, by the people, and for the people. It is to serve the people, NOT the other
way around.



Alan Campbell

January 4, 2010, 5:41 pm
W164 N11139 Kings Way
Germantown, Wisconsin 53022

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy change that should be
debated in Congress, the legitimately elected legislative branch of government. The Commission should not, on its own, set
into motion regulatory changes that will force us down this path.

I am especially concerned that the Commission is already contemplating Internet content restrictions, such as the suggestion
under paragraph 77 of the NPRM that the Commission may ultimately be the arbiter of which competing interests should be
prioritized.

Advocates of so-called “net neutrality” have been ringing alarm bells now for so many years (starting with the November 19,
2002 letter to the Commission from the so-called “Coalition of Broadband Users and Innovators”) that their claims should be
heavily discounted. In the absence of concrete evidence of discriminatory or anti-competitive behavior, there is simply no
rationale for imposing new regulations that could have the effect of slowing down the great engine of innovation, growth, and
expression that the lightly regulated, competitive Internet has become.



Scott Campbell

January 4, 2010, 5:41 pm
2017 Freeman Lk Rd
Oldtown, Idaho 83822

As an Americans for Prosperity activist, I am submitting the following comment regarding the matter of preserving the open
Internet. GN Docket No, 09-191, WC Docket No. 07-52:

The Internet is highly competitive. Traditional “phone” and traditional “cable” companies have been locked in an intense
struggle to win customers, and wireless is rapidly becoming another viable alternative to wired broadband connections. Ifa
private company blocked or censored Internet traffic maliciously it would lose its customers. If government exercised control
over the Internet, there would be no place to turn.

The envisioned burden of proof for requiring network management practices is unreasonably restrictive and will prevent
business models that may be economically efficient. This will impose uncertainty and create litigation risks. Such restrictions
would lower the rate of return on investments in building network capacity to the point that some of those investments would
no longer make economic sense.

The Internet would then either remain crippled or be “rescued” with taxpayer subsidies, which would inevitably bring
government control and politicization along with government ownership. Indeed, this “public utility” model is the desired
outcome of many proponents of regulation, including former White House adviser Susan Crawford and Free Press founder
Robert McChesney.

Such a transformation of the Internet into a government-controlled public utility is a major policy chang